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Subject to PM Management approval the following was agreed to at a 

meeting in Frankfurt on Oct. 17, 1984 (Klatten/MBAG, Fischer/RJR, 

Wieckmann/REE, SG and KWH/PMG): 

1. RJR and MBAG to file for preliminary Injunction (EV) In Cologne 
not later than Nov. 5, 1984 (concentrating on numbers in adver¬ 
tising) with warning letter to be sent to BAT on Friday, Oct.12. 

2. PMG and REE to file for preliminary injunction (EV) in Munich 
not later than Oct. 31 (concentrating on the Actron filter) with 
warning letter to BAT to be sent out early next week. 

3. If both cases are lost, renewed discussions on whether to appeal 
or not. 

4. If we win in one or both cases, first try to negotiate with BAT. 
If talks with BAT unsuccessful, serve the injunctions. 

5. If BAT appeals fight together with the other companies in the 
second instance. 

6. Full risk pooling/cost sharing between RJR/REE/PM subject to 
MBAG joining. (Klatten said he had no final approval to agree 

on EV nor on liability risk sharing. He promised to clear MBAG’s 
position before Friday morning. Recommendation: Top management to 
contact Rothmans.) 

7. Decision to appoint following coordinations in each company who 
will remain in constant contact on a]2 developments: 

RJR /W.Dembach 
REE /Er.Wieckmann 
MBAG /N.Doras 
PMG /K.W.Hetzer 

Of utmost importance that all internal PM work and contacts to 
third parties are coordinated with KWH. 

8. PR activities on low key in order not to give BAT any chances for 
extra Barclays publicity. REE was asked to reduce PR activities 
for R 1. 

9. VdC-Geschb'ftsfUhrung and chairman position to third parties to be 
cleared this week. 
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10. REE agreed to the above action plan. Other companies premised 
to give final decision Friday morning, 19th, at 10.00. 

Company Positions in General; 


All agree that in the present situation preliminary injunction is 
the only effective action by which Barclays could be stopped quickly 
since possible action from the State Food Law authorities can be 
expected at best early 1985. 

R J R : Suspects that BAT in Germany is following an international 
plan to capitalize on the theme of "less harmful cigarette". BAT 
may therefore, tacitly welcome a disposal of the DIH-Norm and a 
possible introduction of a new index. 

M B A G ; Seemed to be under gread pressure having relied on BAT. 
promises and not expected the R 1 launch. Possible quick marketing 
response not to be excluded. Klatten indicated that MBAG might be 
forced to react with a counterproduct within short time, i.e. during 
the court proceedings. 

K. was asked to clear this prior to Friday. If no guarantee from 
Klatten then I do not recommend that we go for an injunction. 

REE; Cooperative and happy to join in common action. Only concerned 
about loosing face in Hamburg legal circles by not acting in Hamburg 
but supporting PM in Munich court. REE accept PM's lead role on the 
filter attack. They work in our interest on the Food Law Authority in 
Hamburg. 

P M G : In view of the very volatile situation PMG management can only 
repeat their request to get an innovative product with USP. 

What is PM International's standpoint if MBAG pulls out of liability 
risk pooking an the other companies agree to fight ? 

(PMC's recommendation is to go ahead if MBAG agrees to join the court 
action and if they promise not to undertake any new product activities 
during the hearings.) 
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